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BACKGROUND	OF	EMINENT	DOMAIN	
	
Eminent	domain	defined:	
	
The	use	of	eminent	domain	is	a	highly	controversial	and	debated	topic.	In	
Ithaca,	NY,	the	city	plans	to	use	eminent	domain	to	take	land	from	private	property	
owners	in	order	to	construct	Phase	Two	of	the	Cayuga	Waterfront	Trail.	City	officials	
justify	their	planned	use	of	eminent	domain	by	stating	that	the	trail	is	a	“public	
benefit.”	While	public	hearings	have	been	held	on	the	issue,	no	study	has	been	
conducted	that	documents	the	Ithaca	public’s	opinion	of	the	city’s	use	of	eminent	
domain	for	Phase	Two.	
According	to	Merriam	Webster,	eminent	domain	is	defined	as:	“a	right	of	a		
government	to	take	private	property	for	public	use	by	virtue	of	the	superior		
dominion	of	the	sovereign	power	over	all	lands	within	its	jurisdiction.”	The	Takings		
Clause	of	the	Fifth	Amendment	to	the	Constitution	states,	“nor	shall	private	property		
be	taken	for	public	use,	without	just	compensation.”	Under	the	Fifth	Amendment,		
governments	have	the	authority	to	acquire	private	land	without	owners’	consent,		
provided	that	owners	are	justly	compensated	at	fair	market	values	for	their	
property	and	that	the	land	will	be	used	for	public	purposes,	such	as	the	expansion	of	
new	roads.	However,	the	use	of	eminent	domain	is	dependent	upon	proceedings	in	
either	state	or	federal	courts	(Findlaw).	
Originally	intended	for	critical	projects	with	clear	public	purposes,	such	as	
new	utilities	and	roadways,	the	use	of	eminent	domain	has	expanded	to	include	
more	contentious	projects	that	fall	under	the	broad	category	of	“public	benefits.”	For		 3
example,	private	housing	developments	that	increase	a	municipality’s	tax	base	have	
been	deemed	“public	benefits.”		
The	topic	of	eminent	domain	and	the	issue	of	“public	benefits”	gained	
widespread	publicity	with	the	2005	milestone	case	Kelo	vs.	City	of	New	London.	In	
the	case,	the	U.S.	Supreme	Court	erroneously	ruled	in	favor	of	using	eminent	domain	
for	a	private	housing	development	that	was	never	built,	and	which	never	
“benefitted”	the	public	through	decreased	tax	rates.	Many	states	subsequently	
tightened	regulations	on	the	use	of	eminent	domain.		
Debate	continues	on	the	ethicality	of	using	eminent	domain	in	circumstances	
where	projects	are	justified	as	“public	benefits”	rather	than	critical	public	purposes.	
For	example,	opponents	of	the	use	of	eminent	domain	for	recreational	trails	argue	
that	recreational	trails	are	not	crucial	public	purposes	such	as	water	or	sewer	lines.	
In	other	words,	they	contend	that	recreational	trails’	more	discretionary	“public	
benefits,”	biking,	walking,	and	other	recreational	activities,	do	not	justify	the	use	of	
eminent	domain.	
BACKGROUND	ON	EMINENT	DOMAIN	AND	THE	WATERFRONT	TRAIL	
	
The	Ithaca	area	has	been	host	to	several	projects	involving	eminent	domain		
in	recent	years,	including	the	ongoing	case	involving	the	construction	of	the	Cayuga		
Waterfront	Trail.	The	six	mile	long	trail	was	conceived	over	a	decade	ago	as	a	way	to		
revitalize	Ithaca’s	waterfront,	and	to	connect	Cass	Park	to	Stewart	Park.	Phase	One		
of	the	trail,	which	runs	through	Cass	Park,	was	completed	in	2002,	and	Phase	Three,	
between	Stewart	Park	and	the	Farmer’s	Market,	was	completed	in	the	fall	of	2010.	
However,	Phase	Two,	which	has	been	proposed	to	connect	Cass	Park	to	the	Farmer’s		
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Table	1.	The	Waterfront	Trail’s	timeline.	
Key	Dates	
2002	 Phase	One	completed.	
Fall	2003	 Property	owners	made	aware	of	Waterfront	Trail	phasing	plan.	
	
Winter	2006	 Property	owners	notified	of	possible	use	of	eminent	domain	for	
Phase	Two.	
	
Summer	2007	 Affected	property	owners	write	formal	letter	of	complaint	to	
Mayor	Carolyn	Peterson	and	Common	Council.	
	
2009	 Original	Phase	Two	estimated	completion	date,	prior	to	delays.	
Early	2009	 Property	owners	present	city	council	with	1045	petitions	
opposing	Phase	Two.	
Spring	2009	 Business	owner	petitions	total	1850.	
Summer	2009	 NYS	Department	of	Transportation	takes	over	property	easement	
Negotiations	for	Phase	Two.	
	
Summer	2010	 Construction	of	Phase	Three	begins.	
Fall	2010	 Phase	Three	completed.	
Currently	 NYS	Department	of	Transportation	is	in	the	process	of	using	
eminent	domain	to	obtain	easements	(rights	of	way)	from	
business	owners	whose	land	is	situated	on	the	planned	location	
of	Phase	Two.	
Sources:	Andree.	Willner.	
	
Key	Informant	Interviews	
	
I	conducted	in	person	interviews	to	gain	more	perspective	on	the	trail’s	
history,	the	opposing	sides	of	the	conflict,	and	why	the	trail’s	completion	is	
controversial	in	Ithaca.	Informant	interviews	were	conducted	with	Tim	Logue,	
transportation	engineer	for	the	City	of	Ithaca,	and	Rick	Manning,	the	program	
coordinator	for	the	Cayuga	Waterfront	Trail	Initiative.	In	addition,	a	brief	telephone	
conversation	was	held	with	Robert	Andree,	owner	of	Andree	Petroleum,	who	has	
expressed	concern	about	the	possible	negative	effects	Phase	Two	would	have	on	his	
business.			 6
Logue	acknowledged	that	the	powers	of	eminent	domain	can	be	abused,	but	
asserted	that	eminent	domain	is	a	necessary	tool	for	governments	to	be	able	to	use.	
He	supports	the	use	of	eminent	domain	for	Phase	Two	because	he	believes	the	
Waterfront	Trail	contains	a	major	public	purpose;	namely,	it	serves	as	a	significant	
form	of	transportation	and	source	of	connectivity	for	residents	of	different	parts	of	
Ithaca.	He	stated,		
“And	in	this	case	for	the	trail,	I	think	the	trail	has	a	lot	of	different	public	
benefits	and	public	uses.	Recreation	is	certainly	one	of	them,	but	I	think	
transportation	is	a	pretty	important	purpose,	particularly	for	Phase	Two	of	
the	trail,	which	will	really	go	through	a	commercial	district.	It	will	connect	
the	west	side	of	the	inlet	to	the	east	side,	will	make	a	direct	connection	
between	the	Farmer’s	Market	and	Inlet	Island	and	the	West	Hill	area.	In	
conjunction	with	Phase	Three,	it	will	make	an	important	transportation	
connection	for	folks	who	live	in	the	North	Side	neighborhood	or	Fall	Creek	to	
be	able	to	go	to	Cass	Park,	for	example…”	
He	also	argued	that	the	trail	serves	as	a	public	benefit	in	the	sense	that	it	will		
increase	the	public’s	access	to	the	waterfront,	particularly	along	the	eastern	portion	
of	the	inlet.	
	 Manning	also	emphasized	that	the	trail	is	not	simply	for	recreation—it	will	
serve	as	a	significant	source	of	transportation	for	people.	He	made	the	case	that	the	
basic	transportation	and	recreation	infrastructure	of	the	trail	is	part	of	the	quality	of	
life	that	people	come	to	expect,	not	a	luxurious	endeavor	by	the	city.	Manning	
stressed	that	the	trail	has	the	potential	to	economically	invigorate	the	east	side	of		 7
the	inlet,	and	potentially	increase	business	activity	through	greater	pedestrian	
traffic.	
On	the	other	hand,	Andree	and	several	other	business	owners	within	the	
planned	location	of	Phase	Two,	including	kayaking,	printing,	and	real	estate	
businesses,	contend	that	Phase	Two	will	harm	their	business	activity.	Specifically,	
they	observe	that	the	city	plans	to	acquire	land	that	is	used	for	customer	parking,	
and	turn	most	of	it	into	the	trail.	Business	owners	point	out	that	parking	is	already	
very	limited,	and	without	parking	for	clients,	their	businesses	will	suffer.	
Second,	at	least	two	business	owners,	Andree	and	Angelo	DiGiacomo	of	
Instant	Printing,	have	expressed	concern	with	the	fact	that	the	proposed	Phase	Two	
will	eliminate	a	lane	of	the	Route	96	bridge.	That	particular	area	of	town,	where	
major	routes	into	the	City	of	Ithaca	converge,	becomes	very	busy	during	peak	traffic	
hours.	Andree	and	Digiacomo	argue	that	the	trail	will	not	only	make	it	more	
congested,	but	also	difficult	for	emergency	vehicles	to	pass	through	on	their	way	to	
the	hospital	on	the	western	side	of	the	city.	Figure	2	depicts	potential	conflicts	
involving	parking	and	congestion	on	the	Route	96	bridge,	based	on	the	trail’s	
planned	location.	
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property	owners,	not	everyone	agrees	that	a	recreational	trail	merits	the	use	of	
eminent	domain.	Local	disagreement	over	eminent	domain	offered	a	prime	
opportunity	for	further	exploration	on	the	issue.		
EXISTING	LITERATURE	ON	PUBLIC	OPINION	OF	EMINENT	DOMAIN	
	
Public	opinion	of	the	use	of	eminent	domain	can	aid	in	resolving	conflicts	of	
interest,	such	as	in	the	case	of	the	Waterfront	Trail.	If	a	city	can	confirm	that	their	
citizens	do	indeed	support	a	project	that	is	justified	as	being	in	the	benefit	of	the	
public,	it	will	give	them	more	leverage	in	going	forward	with	eminent	domain.	
Conversely,	if	citizens	tend	to	oppose	a	project	involving	eminent	domain	for	ethical	
reasons	or	simply	because	they	think	it	is	not	important	to	the	community,	it	would	
be	in	the	city’s	interest	to	reconsider	the	project.	This	study’s	intentions	are	to	
examine	the	opinions	of	a	sample	of	the	Ithaca	population	to	determine	the	support	
level	for	Phase	Two	and	the	value	that	residents	place	on	the	“public	benefits”	on	
which	the	trail	is	justified.	
Surprisingly,	existing	literature	on	public	opinion	on	the	use	of	eminent	
domain	is	scarce.	Extensive	literature	exists	on	the	legality	of	eminent	domain,	
particularly	on	the	use	of	eminent	domain	for	private	developments,	determining	
public	benefits,	and	the	definition	of	“blighted”	areas.	Additionally,	there	are	articles	
involving	the	use	of	eminent	domain	for	recreation.	However,	most	of	the	articles	
are	news	reports	rather	than	research	studies,	and	they	do	not	have	public	opinion	
as	their	primary	focus.	For	example,	there	are	recent	news	articles	reporting	on	the	
use	of	eminent	domain	for	recreational	purposes	in	Salisbury,	NC,	Preston,	MN,	and		 11
Pocatello,	ID,	among	other	places,	but	no	extensive	accompanying	studies	of	public	
opinion	of	the	use	of	eminent	domain.		
Studies	of	the	impact	of	recreation	areas	on	nearby	business	and	property		
owners	have	also	been	published,	many	of	which	include	considerable	public		
opinion.	For	example,	in	his	report,	“Perceptions	of	How	the	Presence	of	Greenway		
Trails	Affects	the	Value	of	Proximate	Properties,”	John	L.	Crompton	mentions	eight		
studies	that	used	attitude	and	opinion	surveys	to	document	the	impact	of	recreation		
trails	on	property	values.	He	notes	that	the	majority	of	the	studies	found	that		
recreation	trails	have	a	neutral	impact	on	property	values.	Still,	public	opinion	of	the	
use	of	eminent	domain	is	not	their	primary	focus.	
Perhaps	the	most	relevant	study	is	“Western	Waterfront	Trail	Extension		
Proposal:	Riverside	to	Morgan	Park,”	conducted	by	Samantha	Follis,	Stacey	Stark,		
and	Adam	Pine	at	the	University	of	Minnesota	Duluth.	As	part	of	their	study,	the		
researchers	examined	the	potential	economic	and	community	impacts	the	Western		
Waterfront	Trail	in	Duluth,	Minnesota	will	have	on	business	owners	and	nearby		
residents.	Based	on	studies	such	as	Crompton’s,	the	researchers	noted	that	the		
expanded	Western	Waterfront	Trail	will	have	little	impact	on	adjacent	property		
values,	but	will	reap	higher	revenues	for	the	city	of	Duluth	from	increased	tourism		
and	commercial	development.		
Follis,	Stark,	and	Pine	also	developed	a	12‐question	survey	to	gather	
opinions,	concerns,	and	ideas	from	13	nearby	residents	on	the	proposed	trail	
extension.	The	survey	consisted	of	both	multiple	choice	and	short	answer	questions	
that	addressed	property	values	and	privacy	along	the	trail,	the	various	ways	that		 12
respondents	currently	use	the	trail	and	how	often	they	would	use	it	if	it	were	
extended,	opinions	of	the	benefits,	concerns,	and	amenities	for	the	trail,	and	
respondents’	willingness	to	volunteer	in	maintaining	the	trail.	Overall,	the	majority	
of	residents	who	were	surveyed	reported	that	either	they	use	the	trail	on	only	a	
monthly	basis	or	never	use	it.	However,	respondents	seemed	to	indicate	that	they	
would	use	the	trail	more	often	if	it	were	extended.	Most	respondents	viewed	the	
trail	as	a	positive	development	in	terms	of	creating	greater	community	cohesion	and	
enhancing	access	to	nature.	The	main	concerns	that	were	raised	included	access	
points	to	the	trail,	maintenance,	and	potentially	higher	crime	rates.	In	general,	there	
was	widespread	support	for	the	trail	and	for	its	expansion.	
RESEARCH	QUESTION	AND	RESEARCH	DESIGN	
	
This	research	is	designed	to	fill	the	void	in	the	literature	on	public	opinion	of	
eminent	domain	by	viewing	the	issue	through	the	lens	of	a	local	case	study.	The	
study	examined	three	related	questions:	(a)	What	is	the	Ithaca	public’s	attitude	
toward	the	use	of	eminent	domain	in	general	and	as	it	pertains	to	Phase	Two	of	the	
Waterfront	Trail,	(b)	How	do	attitudes	towards	eminent	domain	and	the	completion	
of	Phase	Two	vary	across	demographic	and	residential	groups	in	the	Ithaca	area,	
and	(c)	How	might	the	public’s	opinions	on	eminent	domain	and	on	Phase	Two	
inform	city	officials	in	going	forward	with	the	trail	proposal?	Addressing	the	
aforementioned	questions	will	shed	new	light	on	public	acceptance	of	the	use	of	
eminent	domain	in	completing	Phase	Two,	and	will	inform	decision	makers	who	act	
on	behalf	of	the	community.		 13
A	telephone	survey	of	a	listed	sample	of	250	residents	within	the	Town	or	
City	of	Ithaca	was	administered	by	the	Survey	Research	Institute	(SRI)	at	Cornell	
University.1	A	listed	sample	includes	only	numbers	that	are	published,	whereas	the	
alternative,	random	digit	dialing,	includes	both	listed	and	unlisted	numbers,	such	as	
cell	phones.	Random	digit	dialing	includes	more	total	numbers	and	a	greater	
probability	of	being	able	to	contact	certain	hard	to	reach	demographic	groups	
(renters	and	younger	males	in	particular).	However,	a	listed	sample	greatly	
minimizes	the	number	of	non‐working	numbers	and	is	therefore	significantly	less	
time	consuming	and	expensive	to	conduct.		
On	certain	occasions,	SRI	staff	requested	that	interviewers	ask	to	speak	with	
younger	males	in	the	households	being	interviewed,	to	ensure	a	more	
representative	sample.	In	short,	there	were	certain	tactics	that	could	be	employed	
with	a	listed	sample	to	assure	that	various	demographic	groups	were	being	
represented.		
In	order	to	participate	in	the	study,	interviewees	had	to	be	at	least	18	years	
old	and	residents	within	the	confines	of	the	Town	or	City	of	Ithaca.	If	a	minor	or	
person	who	does	not	reside	in	the	Ithaca	area	answered	the	phone,	the	interviewer	
simply	asked	to	speak	with	someone	in	the	household	that	met	the	eligibility	
criteria.	
The	questionnaire	was	designed	to	include	respondents’	views	of	the	
importance	of	the	Cayuga	Waterfront	Trail,	how	often	they	use	it,	whether	or	not	
																																																								
1	Funding	for	the	survey	and	for	the	study	was	provided	by	the	Dextra	
Undergraduate	Research	Endowment	Fund	and	from	the	Department	of	
Development	Sociology.		 14
they	would	use	the	trail	more	often	if	Phase	Two	were	completed,	and	their	opinion	
of	the	use	of	eminent	domain	in	general	and	as	it	applies	to	Phase	Two.	Additional	
questions	obtained	respondents’	demographic	information,	including	year	of	birth,	
gender,	educational	level,	neighborhood	of	residence,	and	length	of	residency	in	
Tompkins	County.	2	All	questions	were	close‐ended.	The	questionnaire	is	attached	in	
Appendix	1.	
	The	surveys	were	administered	by	staff	from	SRI,	who	were	mainly	local	
college	students.	Prior	to	conducting	the	surveys,	staff	members	were	trained	by	SRI	
professional	staff	about	the	study	and	familiarized	with	frequently	asked	questions	
pertaining	to	the	survey,	should	interviewees	have	questions.	The	author	of	this	
study	personally	conducted	50	of	the	surveys.	Each	interview	lasted	about	2‐4	
minutes.		
It	was	not	possible	to	include	a	response	rate	in	the	report	because	SRI	failed	
to	maintain	information	on	the	total	number	of	attempted	and	completed	
interviews.	Moreover,	the	non‐successful	phone	numbers	also	include	the	name	and	
address	of	the	household	member,	which	would	have	provided	insights	as	to	
whether	certain	demographic	groups	(e.g.,	college	aged	students)	that	were	
underrepresented	in	the	study	were	excluded	in	the	listed	sample	to	begin	with	or	
were	simply	difficult	to	reach.	SRI	should	have	kept	track	of	all	phone	numbers	that	
																																																								
2	It	would	have	been	interesting	to	also	ascertain	respondents’	political	views	and	
compare	them	with	opinions	of	eminent	domain.	One	would	suspect	that	those	with	
more	conservative	views	would	be	less	favorable	of	eminent	domain	in	general	and	
vice	versa	for	liberals.	
	
		 15
were	dialed	as	well	as	conducted	a	pre‐test	to	better	ensure	the	clarity	and	accuracy	
of	the	questions.	
CHARACTERISTICS	OF	THE	SAMPLE	
	
The	survey	asked	for	the	respondents’	demographic	characteristics	because	
it	was	expected	that	views	of	eminent	domain	would	differ	across	demographic	
groups,	such	as	older	vs.	younger	persons,	men	vs.	women,	and	people	with	varying	
levels	of	education.	For	example,	eminent	domain	is	an	extreme	use	of	government	
power,	so	one	might	suspect	that	those	with	more	conservative	views,	possibly	
older	persons,	would	be	more	opposed	to	it.	Cross	analyzing	demographic	data	with	
opinions	of	eminent	domain	revealed	who	is	more	or	less	likely	to	support	its	use.		
For	analytical	purposes,	certain	categories	of	demographic	characteristics	
were	consolidated	into	more	manageable	groups.	For	example,	respondents’	self‐
reported	ages	were	grouped	into	three	categories	for	data	analysis:	25‐39,	40‐64,	
and	>65.	The	three	categories	were	chosen	because	they	represent	natural	breaks	
between	younger,	middle	aged,	and	older	persons.	The	median	age	was	56	years	old.	
The	sample	was	relatively	evenly	split	between	genders,	with	122	males	and	128	
females.	
The	sample’s	educational	attainment	level	was	highly	skewed,	with	74%	
having	at	least	a	bachelor’s	degree.	About	13%	had	some	college	education,	12%	
were	high	school	graduates	or	GED	holders,	and	0.4%	had	less	than	a	high	school	
degree.	This	is	unsurprising	given	the	prominence	of	Ithaca’s	higher	education	
institutions.	For	analytical	purposes,	respondents	were	grouped	into	categories	of	
“less	than	a	bachelor’s	degree”	or	“bachelor’s	degree	or	higher.”		 16
About	80%	of	respondents	have	lived	in	Tompkins	County	for	greater	than	
ten	years,	with	another	10%	having	lived	in	the	county	for	between	six	and	ten	
years.	Only	slightly	less	than	8%	of	respondents	have	resided	in	Tompkins	County	
for	one	to	five	years,	and	2%	have	been	in	the	county	for	less	than	a	year.		
Prior	to	the	study,	given	the	number	of	students	in	Ithaca,	it	was	assumed	
that	there	would	be	a	greater	number	of	residents	having	lived	in	the	county	for	less	
than	ten	years.	However,	it	appears	that	students	were	systematically	missed	in	the	
sample.	This	is	likely	due	to	the	fact	that	the	listed	sample	does	not	include	cell	
phone	numbers,	and	many	students	do	not	have	landlines.	In	hindsight,	it	might	
have	been	better	to	use	random	digit	dialing	instead	of	the	listed	sample	in	order	to	
include	student	views	on	eminent	domain.3	As	a	result,	respondents	that	have	lived	
in	Tompkins	County	less	than	10	years	(newer	residents)	were	grouped	together	
into	one	category	and	those	that	have	lived	in	the	county	greater	than	10	years	(long	
term	residents)	formed	another.		
The	socio‐demographic	profile	of	the	sample	is	illustrated	in	Table	2.	To	
make	the	graphs	more	legible,	all	percentages	used	in	the	study	were	rounded	to	the	
nearest	whole	number.	As	indicated	earlier,	the	data	in	Table	2	show	that	the	
sample	is	heavily	concentrated	in	the	middle	ages,	is	evenly	split	between	men	and	
																																																								
3	The	low	number	of	respondents	in	Collegetown	reveals	the	systematic	lack	of	
student	age	respondents.	The	fact	that	80%	of	respondents	have	lived	in	Tompkins	
County	for	more	than	ten	years	and	that	74%	of	respondents	have	a	Bachelor’s	
degree	or	higher	were	both	unexpected.	In	hindsight,	there	should	have	been	more	
room	on	the	upper	ends	of	each	category	to	allow	for	more	variability	in	responses.	
For	example,	the	questionnaire	should	have	further	identified	those	with	
professional	degrees,	and	allowed	more	response	possibilities	for	those	who	have	
lived	in	the	county	more	than	ten	years.		
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women,	has	a	very	high	educational	attainment,	and	has	lived	in	Ithaca	for	many	
years.	Given	the	high	percentage	of	transient	students	in	the	community,	the	sample	
is	therefore	not	truly	representative	of	the	overall	Ithaca	population.	This	should	be	
kept	in	mind	as	respondents’	attitudes	towards	eminent	domain	are	reported.	
Nonetheless,	these	data	still	contain	important	insights	into	public	support	for,	or	
opposition	to,	eminent	domain.	
Table	2.	Socio‐demographic	profile	of	sample.	
	 Value	 N	 %	
Age*	 25‐39	 24	 10%	
40‐64	 152	 62%	
65	or	older	 71	 29%	
Gender	 Male	 122	 49%	
Female	 128	 51%	
Educational	
Attainment**	
Less	than	bachelor’s	 64	 26%	
Bachelor’s	or	higher	 185	 74%	
Length	of	
Residency	
<10	years	 49	 20%	
10	or	more	years	 201	 80%	
*Three	respondents	below	the	age	of	25	were	excluded.	
**One	person	refused	to	answer.	
	
On	the	survey,	residents	were	asked	their	neighborhood	of	residence.	Their	
response	was	matched	with	the	closest	of	fourteen	options.	For	the	study,	the	
fourteen	residential	neighborhoods	were	condensed	into	categories	of	Ithaca	North,	
South,	East,	West,	and	Central.	The	numerical	and	geographical	composition	of	the	
sample	as	well	as	the	residential	categories	into	which	neighborhoods	were	
consolidated	is	illustrated	in	Table	3.	
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Table	3.	Numerical	composition	of	neighborhood	responses	and	
residential	categories	into	which	neighborhoods	were	consolidated.*	
Ithaca	North	
(43)	
Ithaca	
South	
(63)	
Ithaca	East
(37)	
Ithaca	
West	
(28)	
Ithaca	Central		
(73)	
  Northeast	
(24)	
  Cayuga	
Heights	
(19)	
  South	
Hill	
(45)	
  South	
Side	
(18)	
  Belle	
Sherman	(20)
  Collegetown	
(5)	
  Cornell	
Campus	(2)	
  Eastern	
Heights	(5)	
  Forest	Home	
(5)	
  West	
Hill	
(28)	
  Fall	Creek	(40)	
  Downtown/Commons	
(25)	
  Northside	(8)	
*Six	respondents	that	reported	the	Town	of	Ithaca	as	their	place	of	residence	were	
excluded	from	all	tables	and	graphs	pertaining	specifically	to	place	of	residency.	
Their	responses	to	all	other	questions	were	included.	
	
VIEWS	OF	EMINENT	DOMAIN	
	
To	reiterate,	the	primary	purpose	of	the	study	was	to	examine	public	opinion	
of	the	use	of	eminent	domain	in	general	and	for	Phase	Two	of	the	Waterfront	Trail,	
and	to	observe	how	it	differs	across	residential	and	demographic	groups.	
Respondents	were	asked	about	their	general	views	of	eminent	domain	in	order	to	
get	an	overall	sense	of	attitudes	towards	eminent	domain.	However,	to	determine	
whether	attitudes	towards	eminent	domain	differ	when	applied	to	the	case	of	a	
recreational	trail,	respondents	were	also	asked	about	their	opinion	of	the	use	of	
eminent	domain	for	Phase	Two.	For	each	question,	respondents	could	agree,	
disagree,	or	remain	undecided	regarding	the	use	of	eminent	domain.	As	shown	in	
Figure	4,	overall,	attitudes	were	consistent	across	both	eminent	domain	questions,		
with	
20%	
	
Thro
the	u
of	em
in	Ta
const
the	u
										
4	Alth
some
proce
take	
mark
word
the	c
Trail
repla
%
	
o
f
	
R
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s
almost	50%
undecided.
More	det
ough	cross	ta
use	of	emine
minent	doma
able	4.	This	a
tant	across	
use	of	emine
																					
hough	the	q
e	words	tha
ess	of	emine
land	from	p
ket	prices…”
d	“power”	to
ity’s	effort	t
	through	th
aced	with	“a
0
10
20
30
40
50
60
%
p
F
%	of	respon
.4	
tailed	analys
abulations,	
ent	domain	
ain	for	Phas
analysis	rev
both	questi
ent	domain	
																						
questionnair
t	may	have	
ent	domain
private	land
”	the	word	“
o	sound	mor
to	acquire	th
e	use	of	em
agree	with”	
In	Favor
Fig.	4		O
dents	in	fav
sis	of	the	da
it	was	poss
in	general	w
se	Two.	The
vealed	whet
ions,	or	whe
for	Phase	T
			
re	was	desig
been	leadin
,	federal,	sta
downers	in	e
“ability”	cou
re	neutral.	S
he	land	nee
inent	doma
to	be	less	le
Not	in
Opinion	
vor,	a	little	m
ata	was	und
ible	to	cross
with	data	pe
e	results	of	t
ther	opinion
ether	respon
wo.	
gned	to	be	a
ng.	For	exam
ate,	and	loca
exchange	fo
uld	have	bee
Similarly,	in
ded	to	com
ain?”	the	wo
eading.	
n	Favor
of	Emin
more	than	3
dertaken	usi
s	analyze	da
ertaining	to	
the	cross	tab
ns	of	eminen
ndents’	view
as	neutral	as
mple,	in	que
al	governm
r	compensa
en	substitut
n	question	s
plete	Phase
ord	“support
Undeci
nent	Do
30%	oppose
ing	SPSS	sof
ata	on	the	o
	the	opinion
bulation	are
nt	domain	h
ws	were	con
s	possible,	t
estion	six,	“A
ents	have	th
ating	them	a
ted	for	the	s
even,	“…Do
e	Two	of	the
t”	might	hav
ded
omain
1
ed,	and	abou
ftware.	
opinion	of	
n	of	the	use	
e	displayed	
held	
nditional	on
there	were	
As	part	of	th
he	power	to
at	fair	
stronger	
	you	suppor
e	Waterfron
ve	been	
In	General
Phase	Two
19
ut	
	
n	
he	
o	
rt	
nt		 20
Overall,	respondents	were	fairly	consistent	in	their	views	of	eminent	domain.	
Those	favoring	eminent	domain	in	general	also	tended	to	favor	the	use	of	eminent	
domain	for	Phase	Two,	and	vice	versa.	Only	slightly	more	than	10%	of	respondents	
held	views	of	eminent	domain	that	were	conditional	on	Phase	Two.		
Interestingly,	nearly	one‐third	of	respondents	who	were	undecided	on	the	
use	of	eminent	domain	in	general	favored	the	use	of	eminent	domain	for	Phase	Two,	
compared	with	slightly	more	than	a	fifth	who	favored	eminent	domain	in	general,	
but	opposed	its	use	for	Phase	Two.	In	other	words,	those	who	are	most	conditional	
on	the	use	of	eminent	domain	for	Phase	Two	are	those	who	are	also	undecided	on	
the	general	use	of	eminent	domain.	The	results	of	the	cross	tabulation	illustrate	that	
even	though	many	are	undecided	in	general	as	to	whether	eminent	domain	should	
be	used	or	not,	they	believe	that	the	Cayuga	Waterfront	Trail	justifies	using	eminent	
domain.	Finally,	over	half	of	the	respondents	that	were	undecided	on	eminent	
domain	in	general	were	also	undecided	for	Phase	Two.		
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Table	4.	Opinion	of	eminent	domain	in	general	cross‐classified	with	
opinion	of	eminent	domain	for	Phase	Two.	
	 Eminent	Domain	for	Phase	Two	
In	Favor	 Not	in	Favor	 Undecided	
Eminent	
Domain	in	
General	
In	Favor	 88		
(73%)	
13	
(11%)	
20	
(17%)	
Not	in	Favor	 9	
(11%)	
62	
(78%)	
9	
(11%)	
Undecided	 15		
(31%)	
10	
(22%)	
24	
(53%)	
Pearson	
Chi‐Square	
Value	 Degrees	of	
Freedom	
Asymptotic	Significance	(2‐
sided)	
149.553	 9	 0.000	
	
It	was	also	possible	to	cross	classify	demographic	data	with	opinions	on	
eminent	domain	data	to	reveal	the	types	of	people	that	tend	to	agree	or	disagree	
with	its	use.	These	data	are	displayed	in	Table	5.	In	terms	of	age,	those	between	the	
ages	of	25‐39	and	40‐64	were	highly	in	favor	of	eminent	domain,	with	the	former	
slightly	more	in	favor	of	eminent	domain	for	Phase	Two	and	the	latter	more	in	favor	
of	eminent	domain	in	general.	Those	over	the	age	of	65	were	significantly	less	
supportive	of	the	use	of	eminent	domain,	and	even	slightly	opposed.		
Across	genders,	both	males	and	females	were	in	favor	of	eminent	domain	in	
general	and	for	Phase	Two.	However,	males	were	more	likely	to	support	the	use	of	
eminent	domain	in	general,	while	females	were	more	apt	to	favor	of	the	use	of	
eminent	domain	for	Phase	Two.		
It	is	unlikely	that	differences	in	opinion	of	eminent	domain	between	the	
genders	can	be	accounted	for	by	discrepancies	in	Waterfront	Trail	use.	Specifically,	a	
cross	classification	of	gender	and	data	from	a	survey	question	asking	respondents		 22
how	frequently	they	use	the	trail	revealed	little	difference	in	the	amount	of	time	that	
each	sex	spends	on	the	trail.	It	is	possible	that	males	are	more	contingent	than	
females	on	the	local	issue	of	eminent	domain	because	they	are	more	likely	to	have	
business	interests	themselves	and	share	the	concerns	expressed	by	owners	such	as	
Andree	and	DiGiacomo.	
The	data	show	that	educational	attainment	is	strongly	associated	with	
positive	attitudes	toward	the	validity	of	eminent	domain.	Specifically,	the	
relationship	between	educational	attainment	and	views	of	eminent	domain	were	
found	to	be	statistically	significant.	Those	with	a	bachelor’s	degree	were	highly	
favorable	of	the	use	of	eminent	domain,	while	those	with	less	than	a	bachelor’s	were	
highly	opposed.	Bachelor’s	degree	holders	were	more	favorable	of	eminent	domain	
in	general	than	they	were	of	eminent	domain	for	Phase	Two,	while	those	with	less	
than	a	bachelor’s	were	more	favorable	of	the	use	of	eminent	domain	for	Phase	Two	
than	they	were	for	eminent	domain	in	general.		
Length	of	residence	in	Ithaca	is	not	associated	with	attitudes	towards	
eminent	domain.	Views	of	eminent	domain	were	highly	consistent	across	length	of	
residency,	with	between	45‐50%	of	respondents	in	favor	and	about	25‐35%	
opposed,	both	for	eminent	domain	in	general	and	for	Phase	Two.	The	remainder	of	
respondents	were	undecided.		Overall,	those	who	have	lived	in	the	county	for	less	
than	ten	years	were	slightly	more	in	favor	of	eminent	domain,	but	also	more	likely	
to	respond	“undecided”	on	the	issue.	
Only	respondents	living	in	Ithaca	West	and	Central	were	unenthusiastic	
about	the	use	of	eminent	domain.	Respondents	living	elsewhere	in	the	city	were		 23
highly	favorable	of	eminent	domain.	Ithaca	Central	was	evenly	split	between	those	
in	favor	and	those	opposed,	while	Ithaca	West	was	highly	opposed.	Place	of	
residence	and	views	of	eminent	domain	in	general	were	found	to	be	statistically	
significant.	In	terms	of	eminent	domain	for	Phase	Two,	Ithaca	North	and	East	
remained	highly	favorable,	although	Ithaca	East	was	highly	undecided	on	the	issue.	
Ithaca	Central	altered	to	become	slightly	in	favor,	Ithaca	South	became	evenly	split,	
and	Ithaca	West	remained	opposed,	though	less	than	before.	The	cross‐analysis	of	
eminent	domain	with	socio‐demographic	variables	is	illustrated	in	Table	5.	
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Table	5.	Opinion	of	eminent	in	general	and	eminent	domain	for	Phase	
Two	across	socio‐demographic	groups.		
	 Eminent	Domain	in	
General	
Eminent	Domain	for	
Phase	Two	
In	
Favor	
Not	in	
Favor	
Undecided In	
Favor	
Not	in	
Favor	
Undecided
Age*	 25‐39	 11	
(46%)
8	
(33%)
5		
(21%)	
12	
(50%)	
6	
(25%)
6		
(25%)	
40‐64	 82	
(54%)
42	
(28%)
28		
(18%)	
72	
(47%)	
48	
(32%)
32	
(21%)	
65	or	older	 27	
(38%)
28	
(39%)
16		
(23%)	
28	
(39%)	
29	
(41%)
14	
(20%)	
Pearson	
Chi‐
Square	
	 Value Degrees	of	
Freedom	
Asymptotic	Significance	
(2‐sided)	
Age/Eminent	
Domain	in	General	
9.877	 6	 0.130	
Age/Eminent	
Domain	for	Phase	
Two	
7.417	 6	 0.284	
Gender	 Male	 67	
(55%)	
35	
(29%)	
20			
(16%)	
52		
(43%)	
43	
(35%)	
27	
(22%)	
Female	 54	
(42%)	
45	
(35%)	
29		
(23%)	
60	
(47%)	
42	
(33%)	
26		
(20%)	
Pearson	
Chi‐
Square	
	 Value	 Degrees	of	
Freedom	
Asymptotic	Significance	
(2‐sided)	
Gender/Eminent	
Domain	in	General	
4.229	 3	 0.238	
Gender/Eminent	
Domain	for	Phase	
Two	
0.669	 3	 0.880	
Educational	
Attainment**	
<	
Bachelor’s	
12		
(19%)	
38	
(59%)	
14		
(22%)	
17	
(27%)	
35	
(55%)	
12		
(19%)	
Bachelor’s	
or	higher	
109	
(59%)	
41	
(22%)	
35		
(19%)	
95	
(51%)	
49	
(27%)	
41		
(22%)	
Pearson	
Chi‐
Square	
	 Value	 Degrees	of	
Freedom	
Asymptotic	Significance	
(2‐sided)	
Educational	
Attainment/	
Eminent	Domain	in	
General	
39.670	 6	 0.000	
Educational	
Attainment/	
Eminent	Domain	for	
20.151	 6	 0.003		 25
Phase	Two	
Length	of	
Residency	
<10	Years	 24	
(49%)	
13	
(27%)	
12		
(24%)	
23	
(47%)	
11	
(22%)	
15	
(31%)	
10	or	
more	
years	
97	
(48%)	
67	
(33%)	
37		
(18%)	
89	
(44%)	
74	
(37%)	
38		
(19%)	
Pearson	
Chi‐
Square	
	 Value	 Degrees	of	
Freedom	
Asymptotic	Significance	
(2‐sided)	
Length	of	Residency/	
Eminent	Domain	in	
General	
2.179	 3	 0.536	
Length	of	Residency/	
Eminent	Domain	for	
Phase	Two	
6.085	 3	 0.108	
Area	of	
Residency***	
Ithaca	
North	
27	
(63%)	
10	
(23%)	
6		
(12%)	
24	
(56%)	
11	
(26%)	
8		
(19%)	
Ithaca	
South	
29	
(46%)	
20	
(32%)	
14		
(22%)	
26	
(41%)	
26	
(41%)	
11	
(18%)	
Ithaca	
East	
27	
(73%)	
4	(11%) 6		
(16%)	
18	
(49%)	
7	(19%)	 12		
(32%)	
Ithaca	
West	
4	(14%)	 15	
(54%)	
9		
(32%)	
9	(32%)	 13	
(46%)	
6	
(22%)	
Ithaca	
Central	
30	
(41%)	
30	
(41%)	
13		
(18%)	
32	
(44%)	
26	
(36%)	
15		
(19%)	
Pearson	
Chi‐
Square	
	 Value	 Degrees	of	
Freedom	
Asymptotic	Significance	
(2‐sided)	
Length	of	Residency/	
Eminent	Domain	in	
General	
35.646	 15	 0.002	
Length	of	Residency/	
Eminent	Domain	for	
Phase	Two	
16.205	 15	 0.369	
*Three	respondents	below	the	age	of	25	were	excluded.	
**One	person	refused	to	answer.	
***Six	respondents	from	the	Town	of	Ithaca	were	excluded.	
	
VIEWS	OF	EMINENT	DOMAIN	IN	ASSOCIATION	WITH	OTHER	TRAIL‐RELATED	
QUESTIONS		
	
	 The	overall	support	for	the	use	of	eminent	domain	for	Phase	Two	indicates	a	
favorable	attitude	towards	the	Waterfront	Trail.	However,	respondents	were	asked	
more	directly	about	their	views	on	the	Waterfront	Trail’s	importance	and		
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	 Almost	two‐thirds	of	respondents	who	think	the	trail	is	important	favor	
eminent	domain	in	general	and	for	Phase	Two.	In	contrast,	half	of	the	respondents	
who	think	the	trail	is	unimportant	oppose	the	use	of	eminent	domain	in	general	and	
two‐thirds	oppose	using	it	to	complete	Phase	Two.	Clearly,	a	respondent’s	opinion	
on	the	trail’s	importance	is	associated	with	more	conceptual	ideas	about	the	validity	
of	eminent	domain.	
Table	6.	Respondents’	views	of	the	importance	of	the	trail	cross	
classified	with	opinions	of	eminent	domain.	
	 Eminent	Domain	in	General	 Eminent	Domain	for	
Phase	Two	
In	
Favor	
Not	in	
Favor	
Undecided	 In	
favor	
Not	in	
Favor	
Undecided
Importance	 Not	Important	 20	
(31%)	
31	
(48%)	
13	
(20%)	
13	
(20%)	
41	
(64%)
10	
(16%)	
Semi‐Important	 29	
(47%)	
17	
(27%)	
16	
(26%)	
26	
(42%)	
17	
(27%)
19	
(31%)	
Very	Important	 72	
(58%)	
32	
(26%)	
20	
(16%)	
73	
(59%)	
27	
(22%)
24		
(19%)	
Pearson	
Chi‐Square	
	 Value	 Degrees	of	
Freedom	
Asymptotic	Significance	(2‐
sided)	
Importance/Eminent	
Domain	in	General	
17.012	 6	 0.009	
Importance/Eminent	
Domain	for	Phase	
Two	
47.509	 6	 0.000	
	
Similarly,	respondents	were	asked	about	the	frequency	with	which	they	use	
the	trail	to	determine	whether	there	is	a	correlation	between	trail	use	and	attitudes	
towards	eminent	domain5.	Sixteen	percent	of	respondents	use	the	trail	on	a	daily	or	
																																																								
5In	hindsight,	respondents	should	have	also	been	asked	whether	they	use	the	trail	
primarily	for	recreation	or	for	transportation	to	get	to	and	from	different	places.		
week
neve
	
demo
highe
(thos
respe
demo
the	u
										
Resp
bene
6	In	a
the	q
frequ
frequ
yearl
trail	
refer
	
kly	basis,	co
r	use	the	tra
*One	per
Data	pert
ographic	da
er,	and	fema
se	over	the	a
ectively)	to	
ographic	gr
use	of	emine
																					
ponses	woul
efit”	vs.	a	nec
administerin
questionnair
uency	of	tra
uently	depe
ly	total	whil
during	a	pa
rring	to	seas
0
10
20
30
40
50
60
%
	
o
f
	
R
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s
mpared	wit
ail.6	Freque
son	refused
taining	to	fr
ata.	Those	be
ales	(to	som
age	of	65,	th
use	the	trai
oups	that	u
ent	domain	
																						
ld	have	prov
cessary	form
ng	the	surve
re	that	shou
il	use	doesn
nding	on	th
le	others	sim
articular	sea
sonal	or	yea
Daily/
Fi
th	50%	on	a
ncy	of	trail	
d	to	answer.
requency	of	
elow	the	ag
me	degree)	a
hose	with	le
il	on	a	regul
se	the	trail	m
for	Phase	T
																						
vided	more	
m	of	public	
eys,	it	was	d
uld	have	bee
n’t	consider	
he	season.	H
mply	consid
ason.	The	qu
arly	average
/Weekly
ig.	6		Fre
a	monthly	o
use	is	illust
.	
f trail	use	we
ge	of	65,	tho
are	all	more
ess	than	a	ba
lar	basis.	As
more	regula
wo.	The	res
					 															
insight	on	t
transportat
discovered	t
en	modified
the	fact	tha
ence,	some	
dered	the	am
uestion	shou
es.	
Month
equenc
r	yearly	bas
trated	in	Fig
ere	cross‐cl
se	with	a	ba
e	likely	than
achelor’s	de
s	illustrated
arly	were	al
sults	of	the	a
																						
the	issue	of	
tion.	
that	there	w
d.	First,	the	q
at	people	us
people	may
mount	of	tim
uld	have	spe
hly/Yearly
cy	of	Tra
sis.	Thirty	fo
gure	6.	
lassified	fur
achelor’s	de
n	their	count
egree,	and	m
	earlier,	the
lso	more	ap
analysis	sug
		 																			
f the	trail	as	
were	several
question	reg
se	the	trail	m
y	have	aver
me	they	spe
ecified	whe
N
ail	Use
2
our	percent
rther	with	
egree	or	
terparts	
males,	
e	same	
pt	to	favor	
ggest	a	
																				
a	“public	
l	aspects	of	
garding	
more	or	less
aged	their	
nd	on	the	
ther	it	was	
Never
28
t	
	
				
s		 29
correlation	between	frequency	of	trail	use	and	more	favorable	views	towards	the	
use	of	eminent	domain	for	Phase	Two.		
THE	CONSTRUCTION	OF	PHASE	TWO	AND	ITS	EFFECT	ON	TRAIL	USAGE	
	
The	data	reveals	overall	support	for	eminent	domain,	both	in	general	and	for	
Phase	Two.	Moreover,	most	people	place	a	high	importance	on	the	concept	of	a	
Waterfront	Trail	linking	Cass	and	Stewart	parks.	However,	the	majority	of	
respondents	use	the	trail	on	only	a	monthly	or	yearly	basis	(relatively	infrequently).	
Because	the	issue	of	eminent	domain	ultimately	revolves	around	the	second	phase	
of	the	trail,	the	question	was	asked,	“Would	people	use	the	trail	more	often	if	Phase	
Two	were	built?”	In	other	words,	does	Phase	Two	make	that	much	of	a	difference	to	
people	in	terms	of	actually	using	the	trail?	
Residents	could	respond	on	a	scale	of	one	through	five,	where	one	is	
“definitely	not”	and	five	is	“definitely	yes,”	whether	they	would	use	the	trail	more	
often	if	Phase	Two	were	completed.	Responses	of	one	and	two	were	consolidated	
into	an	“unlikely”	category,	threes	into	a	“possibly”	category,	and	fours	and	fives	into	
a	“likely”	category.	The	results	in	Figure	7	show	that	for	over	40%	of	respondents,	
constructing	Phase	Two	would	encourage	them	to	use	the	trail	more	often.	
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Table	7.	Relation	between	importance	of	the	trail	and	probability	of	
using	the	trail	more	often	if	Phase	Two	were	built.	
	 Would	Use	the	Trail	More	Often	if	Phase	Two	
were	Completed*	
Unlikely	 Possibly	 Likely	
Importance	 Not	
Important	
53		
(83%)	
6		
(9%)	
4		
(6%)	
Semi‐
Important	
29		
(47%)	
17	(27%)	 15		
(24%)	
Very	
Important	
15		
(12%)	
21	(17%)	 86		
(69%)	
Pearson	Chi‐
Square	
Value	 Degrees	of	
Freedom	
Asymptotic	Significance	(2‐
sided)	
109.227	 8	 0.000	
*One	person	refused	to	answer	and	three	people	were	undecided.	
	
	 Similarly,	it	was	anticipated	that	current	trail	users	would	be	the	most	likely	
to	use	the	trail	more	often	if	Phase	Two	were	built.	In	other	words,	Phase	Two	
would	not	be	enough	to	persuade	non‐users	to	frequent	the	trail.		
As	expected	and	depicted	in	Table	8,	there	was	a	close	correlation	between	
those	who	currently	use	the	trail	on	a	frequent	basis	and	those	who	said	they	would	
use	the	trail	more	often	if	Phase	Two	were	complete.	Phase	Two	is	so	important	to	
frequent	users	that	almost	80%	of	respondents	who	currently	use	the	trail	on	a	
daily	or	weekly	basis	would	find	more	time	to	use	it.	However,	seventy	percent	of	
monthly	and	yearly	users	and	over	a	third	of	respondents	who	never	use	the	trail	
stated	that	they	would	also	either	consider	or	be	highly	likely	to	use	the	trail	if	the	
second	phase	were	constructed.	
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Table	8.	Cross	comparison	of	current	trail	use	and	predicted	trail	use,	
given	the	completion	of	Phase	Two.	
	 Would	Use	Trail	More	Often	if	Phase	Two	were	
Completed*	
Unlikely	 Possibly	 Likely	
Frequency	
of	Trail	
Use	
Daily/Weekly		 6		
(15%)	
3	
(8%)	
31	
(78%)	
Monthly/Yearly 34	
(27%)	
	
27	
(22%)	
60	
(48%)	
Never	 56	
(66%)	
	
14	
(17%)	
	
14	
(17%)	
Pearson	
Chi‐Square	
Value	 Degrees	of	
Freedom	
Asymptotic	Significance	(2‐
sided)	
62.202	 12	 0.000	
	
*One	person	refused	to	answer	and	three	people	were	undecided.	
	
SUMMARY	OF	RESULTS	
	
	 Overall,	residents	of	Ithaca	support	both	eminent	domain	in	general	and	
eminent	domain	for	Phase	Two	of	the	Waterfront	Trail.	Moreover,	respondents	
were	fairly	consistent	in	their	views	of	eminent	domain,	with	few	conditionally	
agreeing	or	disagreeing	with	the	use	of	eminent	domain	for	Phase	Two.	
In	considering	demographics,	younger	to	middle‐aged	people	who	hold	at	
least	a	bachelor’s	degree	were	much	more	apt	to	favor	the	use	of	eminent	domain.		
Those	over	the	age	of	65	who	have	less	than	a	bachelor’s	degree	tended	to	be	
opposed	to	its	use.	
Across	genders,	both	males	and	females	favored	the	use	of	eminent	domain.	
However,	males	were	more	apt	to	favor	the	use	of	eminent	domain	in	general,	while	
females	were	more	likely	to	favor	eminent	domain	for	Phase	Two.		 33
With	regards	to	residency,	length	of	residency	seems	to	have	little	impact	on	
people’s	opinions	of	eminent	domain.	Nevertheless,	those	who	have	lived	in	
Tompkins	County	for	less	than	10	years	exhibited	a	greater	tendency	to	be	
undecided	on	the	issue,	particularly	with	regards	to	Phase	Two.	
Ithaca	North	and	East	were	highly	favorable	of	eminent	domain.	Ithaca	West,	
on	the	other	hand,	was	highly	opposed.	Ithaca	South	and	Central	tended	to	have	
more	mixed	views	of	eminent	domain.	
	 The	large	majority	of	respondents	viewed	the	trail	as	highly	important.	
Furthermore,	responses	that	placed	a	high	level	of	importance	on	the	trail	were	
positively	correlated	with	favorable	views	of	eminent	domain.		
	 Most	respondents	use	the	trail	on	a	monthly	or	yearly	basis,	but	a	significant	
number	of	people	indicated	that	they	would	use	the	trail	more	often	if	Phase	Two	
were	built.	As	expected,	those	who	indicated	that	they	would	use	the	trail	more	
often	if	Phase	Two	was	completed	also	tended	to	use	the	trail	more	frequently	and	
to	place	a	greater	importance	on	the	trail.	
CONCLUSION	AND	PRACTICAL	APPLICATIONS	
	
The	study	helped	fill	the	gap	in	research	literature	on	public	opinion	of	the	
use	of	eminent	domain.	Moreover,	it	offers	insight	on	how	different	types	of	people	
see	recreational	projects	in	terms	of	providing	public	benefits	where	the	use	of	
eminent	domain	is	in	question.		
In	the	case	of	Ithaca,	the	majority	of	respondents	supported	eminent	domain	
in	general	and	for	Phase	Two.	Favorability	of	eminent	domain	was	backed	by	an	
overall	strong	agreement	that	the	trail	is	an	important	community	asset.	Moreover,		 34
a	significant	portion	of	the	sample	declared	that	they	would	actually	use	the	trail	
more	often	if	Phase	Two	is	built.	In	essence,	the	city’s	justification	of	Phase	Two	as	a	
“public	benefit”	necessitating	eminent	domain	is	indeed	supported	by	the	public.	To	
quote	Tim	Logue	on	eminent	domain:	
“I	think	it’s	a	critical	tool;	it’s	not	one	that	I	think	governments	should	use	
lightly	or	casually.	But	it’s	not	the	first	option	either.	Certainly	you	should	
design	your	project	in	conjunction	with	the	property	owners	that	will	be	
affected	and	try	to	get	public	input	and	look	at	alternatives.	But	in	the	end,	if	
that’s	the	best	route	or	the	best	location	or	the	best	alternative	and	you	can’t	
come	to	agreement	with	property	owners,	I	think	it’s	a	tool	you’ve	got	to	be	
able	to	use.”	
Ideally,	both	the	methodology	and	the	findings	of	the	study	can	help	guide	policy	
makers	in	determining	how	their	community	might	view	the	government’s	use	of	
eminent	domain	for	recreational	projects.		
Additional	considerations	that	should	have	been	taken	into	account	for	this	
study	and	that	would	be	interesting	to	observe	in	future	studies	are	the	relation	
between	political	views	and	opinions	of	eminent	domain,	and	an	analysis	of	the	
primary	purposes	for	which	people	use	the	trail.		
Ultimately,	the	issue	of	eminent	domain	involves	whether	people	support	or	
are	opposed	to	the	ability	of	governments	to	intervene	in	private	affairs	for	the	
“greater	good.”	One	would	expect	that	political	views	would	be	closely	tied	to	
opinions	on	eminent	domain,	possibly	more	so	than	any	other	demographic	
characteristic.	Specifically,	it	would	be	logical	to	assume	that	those	with	strongly		 35
conservative	views	would	be	highly	opposed	to	the	use	of	eminent	domain,	and	vice	
versa	for	liberals.	Ascertaining	the	relation	between	political	views	and	opinions	of	
eminent	domain	might	prove	useful	for	communities	with	a	particular	political	
orientation	that	are	contemplating	the	use	of	eminent	domain.	
As	noted,	the	Ithaca	public	places	a	high	value	on	the	importance	of	the	trail	
as	a	public	benefit.	However,	asking	respondents	about	the	purposes	for	which	they	
use	the	trail,	as	was	employed	by	Follis,	et	al.	in	the	Western	Waterfront	Trail	
survey,	would	shed	more	light	on	the	“public	purpose”	side	of	the	trail,	namely,	its	
function	as	a	form	of	transportation	to	get	to	and	from	places.	Obtaining	data	on	the	
primary	purposes	for	which	people	use	the	trail	would	either	strengthen	the	claims	
of	trail	proponents	such	as	Tim	Logue	and	Rick	Manning,	or	add	to	the	opposing	
views	of	businesses	owners	such	as	Andree.	
In	short,	the	study	demonstrated	strong	community	support	both	for	
eminent	domain	and	for	Phase	Two.	For	the	City	of	Ithaca,	the	survey	data	can	be	a	
useful	application	in	addressing	counter	positions	to	Phase	Two.	Public	surveys	of	
eminent	domain	are	therefore	important	tools	in	the	public	decision	making	
process.	It	is	the	hope	of	this	researcher	that	the	study	sparks	further	interest	in	
research	investigating	public	opinion	of	the	use	of	eminent	domain.	
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Appendix	1:	Questionnaire.	
	
Hello,	my	name	is	[fill	INVN],	and	I’m	calling	from	Cornell	University.	I’m	calling	on	
behalf	of	a	Cornell	study	that’s	being	done	on	public	opinion	of	the	Cayuga	
Waterfront	Trail	in	Ithaca.	The	survey	is	very	short	and	only	takes	a	few	minutes	to	
complete.		
	
Before	we	begin,	there	are	a	few	points	I	need	to	cover:	
I	want	to	assure	you	that	all	the	information	you	give	will	be	kept	completely	
confidential	and	that	none	of	it	will	be	released	in	any	way	that	would	permit	
identification	of	you.		Your	participation	in	this	study	is,	of	course,	voluntary.		If	
there	is	any	question	you	would	prefer	not	to	answer,	just	tell	me	and	we	will	go	on	
to	the	next	question.	
First,	I’d	like	to	find	out	a	couple	things	about	you.	
	
1)	Neighborhood	of	residence:		
a)	Belle	Sherman		 	 h)	Ithaca	(Town)	
b)	Cayuga	Heights	 	 i)	Northside	 	
c)	Collegetown	 	 j)	Northeast	 	
d)	Cornell	campus	 	 k)	Southside	
e)	Downtown/Commons	 l)	South	Hill	
f)	Eastern	Heights	 	 m)	West	Hill	
g)	Fall	Creek	 	 	 n)	Other		
	 h)	Forest	Home	 	 	
	 	
2)	Length	of	residency	in	Tompkins	County:		
	 a)	Less	than	a	year	 b)	1‐5	years	 c)	6‐10	years			d)	More	than	10	years	
	
To	give	a	brief	background	on	the	Cayuga	Waterfront	Trail—it’s	a	six‐mile	long	
recreational	trail	along	Ithaca’s	Waterfront.	Phase	One,	which	runs	through	Cass	
Park,	and	Phase	Three,	which	connects	Stewart	Park	and	the	Farmer’s	Market,	are	
both	complete.	However,	Phase	Two,	which	will	connect	Cass	Park	to	the	Farmer’s	
Market,	is	on	hold	as	the	City	of	Ithaca	obtains	land	along	the	Cayuga	Inlet	through	
the	process	of	eminent	domain.	
	
3)	How	often	do	you	use	the	Cayuga	Waterfront	Trail	in	Ithaca?	
	 a)	Daily					b)	Weekly					c)	Monthly								d)	Yearly	 			e)	Never	
	
4)	On	a	scale	of	1‐5,	where	1	is	“not	important”	and	5	is	“very	important,”	how	
important	is	it	to	you	to	have	a	waterfront	recreation	trail	connecting	Stewart	
and	Cass	Parks?	
	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5	
		 38
5)	On	a	scale	of	1‐5,	where	1	is	“definitely	not”	and	5	is	“definitely	yes,”	would	
you	use	the	trail	more	often	if	Phase	Two	was	completed?	
	 1	 2	 3	 4	 5									Don’t	know	
	
6)	As	part	of	the	process	of	eminent	domain,	federal,	state,	and	local	
governments	have	the	power	to	take	land	from	private	landowners	in	
exchange	for	compensating	them	at	fair	market	prices.	Do	you	agree	that	the	
government	should	have	the	ability	to	use	eminent	domain?	
	 a)	Yes						b)	No								c)	Undecided	
	
7)	In	order	to	acquire	land	for	Phase	Two	of	the	Waterfront	Trail,	the	City	of	
Ithaca	has	proposed	that	private	property	owners	sell	portions	of	their	land	to	
the	City	at	fair	market	prices.	Do	you	support	the	City’s	effort	to	acquire	the	
land	needed	to	complete	Phase	Two	of	the	Waterfront	Trail	through	the	use	of	
eminent	domain?		
					 a)	Yes								b)	No							c)	Undecided	 		
	
8)	Year	of	birth:			_____	
	
9)	Sex:		______	
	
10)	Educational	level:		
				a)	Less	than	high	school				b)	High	school	graduate	of	GED				c)	Some	college				
				d)	Bachelor’s	or	higher	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	